In this article, the authors develop and empirically evaluate a general model of the linkages
between domestic and international conflict behavior. Much of the literature on domestic
international interactions has focused on the structural constraints of the international and
domestic systems on leaders’ foreign policy decisions. Rather than focusing on structural
constraints, the present authors model the influence of the behavior of domestic and international
rivals on leader decision making. The impact of rivals’ behavior on conflict across the domestic-
international nexus has been neglected relative to the role of structural factors. This study helps
redress that imbalance. The authors test their model with a statistical analysis of Zaire during
the period 1975 to 1992 and find substantial support for the model.
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It is not hard, then, to find instances of plausible ties between domestic and
international conflict. The difficulties begin with efforts to generalize and to
model such instances. (Tilly, 1985, p. 524)
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Most policy makers, historians, journalists, and scholars believe that
linkages exist between domestic and international politics. History provides
numerous examples of domestic and international conflict linkages including
recent events in Zaire (now the Republic of Congo), the crises in the former
Yugoslavia, the Kurdish uprising in Iraq following the Gulf War, and the
Contra war in Nicaragua. In each of these cases, domestic and international
conflict were inextricably linked. Despite widespread acceptance of this
“common wisdom,” we do not have a theoretical explanation that is well
accepted in the field. If conflict is tied across the two domains, then under-
standing the dynamics of conflict linkages becomes very important for
explaining behavior in both the domestic and international arenas.

Whereas theoretical perspectives in the social sciences traditionally have
treated domestic and international conflict as independent, scholars recently
have begun modeling conflict processes across international and domestic
cnvironments. A number of studies in the past decade have sought to identify
domestic-international conflict linkages.' Yet, despite these efforts, scholars
have yet to advance a general theory of conflict linkages that has been
empirically supported across a large number of cases or cross-nationally.

Are the domestic and international conflict behavior of states systemati-
cally linked? There are at least two approaches to answering this question in
the affirmative. The first approach seeks to theoretically identify a set of
causal relations that hold across all countries. The second approach is to
theoretically identify different types of countries, each of which exhibits
distinct causal relations. The first approach might be referred to as nomologic
modeling, whereas the latter might be called contextual modeling. We
develop a contextual model here. Our approach to contextual modeling
requires two stages. In the first stage, we devclop a general linkage model. It
specifies all the possible causal relations that our theory might anticipate. In
the second stage, we review the descriptive-historical literature of a specific
case and use that information to develop case-specific hypotheses. No effort
is made here to then develop a typology of types of countries and the linkages
they will manifest, but we do plan to do just that in the future.

Put differently, whereas others may prefer to explore linkages between
revolutions and war, strikes and crises, and so on, we are interested in

1. See Davis and Moore (1997); Davis and Ward (1990); Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman
(1992); Bueno de Mesquita, Siverson, and Woller (1992); DeRouen (1995); Enterline (1994),
Gelpi (1997); Goldstein and Pevehouse (1997); James (1987); James and Oneal (1991); Leeds
and Davis (1997); Levy (1989); Levy and Vakili (1992); McClintock (1992); Miller (1995);
Moore (1995); Moore and Lanoue (1997); Morgan and Campbell (1991); Morgan and Bickers
(1992); Ostrom and Job (1986); Rasler (1986, 1992); Russett (1987, 1990); Smith (1996); Starr
(1990, 1991a, 1991b, 1994); Walt (1996); and Wang (1996).

Moore, Davis / CONFLICT BEHAVIOR IN ZAIRE

developing and testing a theoretical model of domestic and international
conflict behavior that begins with the presumption that states take into
account their conflict situation in one arena when making decisions about
their conflict behavior in the other arena. Whereas others have looked for a
single pattern of behavior across many cases, we conceive of conflict behav-
ior as interactions between actors that unfold over time. Hence, we need a
theoretical model that specifies interactive behavior over time and an empiri-
cal test that is well suited to confronting the hypotheses produced by that
model. As a consequence, our empirical work consists of a time-scrics case
study rather than a cross-national analysis.

This article proceeds by discussing domestic-international linkages and
developing a general linkage model. We then describe our data, rescarch
design, and estimation technique. We report the results of the evaluation of
our linkage model in the subsequent section. We find that A frican and Western
states responded to increases in intrastate conflict in Zairc but that Mobutu
Sese Seko did not modify his domestic conflict behavior in responsc to that
behavior. In the conclusion of the article, we explore the implications of this
study for further research on this topic and on conflict processes more
generally.

THE DOMESTIC-INTERNATIONAL CONFLICT NEXUS

Despite limited rigorous theorizing about linkages across conflict domains
within the dominant theories of international relations, there has been a
considerable amount of scholarly investment in empirical attempts at cstab-
lishing the existence or nonexistence of a nexus.? Although it has been
recognized that existing scholarship has had insufficient success in satisfac-
torily addressing this issue, there still is great interest in the topic.” Levy
(1989) summarized nicely both the importance of this type of work and the
flaws that mar previous empirical studies:

This literature deals with an extremely important theoretical question and a
level of analysis that has generally been neglected by political scicntists
studying war. . . . [Yet,] the basic problem . . . [with the literature] is that
there is too poor a fit between the hypotheses supposedly being investigated

2. Arecent spate of formal theoretical efforts contravene this trend. See Bueno de Mesquita
and Lalman (1992); Downs and Rocke (1995); Fearon (1994); Lohmann (1997); Morgan and
Palmer (1997); Richards, Morgan, Wilson, Schwebach, and Young (1993); and Smith (1996).

3. See the following surveys of the literature: Levy (1989), Mack (1975), Scolnick (1974),
Starr (1994), Stohl (1980), and Zinnes (1976, chap. 8).



48 COMPARATIVE POLITICAL STUDIES / February 1998

and the overall research design guiding the empirical analyses. Therells no
well-developed theoretical framework guiding what are basically descngtwe
correlational analyses. Little attention is given to questions of under what l.cmc.ls
of conditions what kinds of states resort to what k{nfis of ;xtemal conflict in
response to what kinds of threats to security of political e}ltes. Consequently,
there is a significant risk that large numbers of correlatlions'betwcen many
variables for large numbers of states without any form of scientific con(rol_may
be masking significant political relationships that hold under a more restricted

set of conditions. (pp. 282-283)

Thus, two problems emerge. First, few attemp§ hz‘we.: been made to
identify specific types of conflict behavior or to specify distinct responses to
conflict behavior from different groups. With respect to our .Stl.}dy, rather thgn
identify types of conflict behavior and posit a mechanistic relationship
between types, we conceive of conflict behavior as representabl‘e by a
continuum and argue that social actors respond to levels Qf conflict z§nd
cooperation. With respect to the case of Zaire, we address this shortcorpl'ng
by dividing Zairian society into three component parts: (a) the Zairian
executive (Mobutu); (b) the “political aristocracy” ((;all'fighy, 1983) or bu-
reaucracy; and (c) opposition parties, guerrilla organizations, and the mass
population. These are general categories that can be used in any case study,
and they enable us to examine more specific hypotheses concerning the threat
represented by conflict behavior from different actors toward the state (or
executive). ' .

The second problem concerns a lack of appropriate research design.
Burrowes (1970, 1972), Mack (1975), Scolnick (1974), Stohl (1980), Vincent
(1981), and Zinnes (1976) all lamented the gap bew{ec.ar‘l the argument and
the research designs employed. Wilkenfeld (1968). mma!ly proposed that
relationships were hidden by overaggregation and insensitive research de-
signs, and that argument was echoed by Mack (1975), Starr (1994), Stohl
(1980), and Zinnes (1976). Because our hypotheses concern cont"h‘ct patte?rns
among different domestic actors, the fact that we have divided Zairian society
into component parts addresses part of this problem. Furthef'more, py em-
ploying a time-series research design, we are abl.e to study mterac-tlons as
they unfold, allowing us to directly assess the linkages. "I'hus,' this .study
addresses two of the major shortcomings that have been identified in the
literature. .

Next, we turn our attention to a discussion of our general linkage model.
We contend that linkages between domestic and international conflict })ehav-
ior will be exhibited by most nation-states, yet the specific linkages will vary
across states. Our model serves as a framework that identifies all possible
linkages while also reflecting the specific context of individual cases.
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A GENERAL LINKAGE MODEL

Because states simultaneously face external and internal challenges to

their rule, it is not sufficient to merely examine a state’s interaction with other
states or that state’s interaction with a domestic rival. Borrowing the two-level
game insight from Starr (1994) and building on the action-reaction modelin g
approach to studying international cooperation and conflict cmployed by
Ward and colleagues (Rajmaira & Ward, 1990; Ward, 1982; Ward & Rajmaira,
1992), Dixon (1986), and Goldstein and collaborators (Goldstein, 1991,
1995; Goldstein & Freeman, 1990, 1991; Goldstcin & Pevehouse, 1997), our
model places the state at the nexus of the domestic and international arenas.
The use of a two-level approach is its provision of a framework for linking
behavior across the environments that have been treated as independent by
the majority of comparative and international relations theories. However,
our focus is broader than Starr’s in two important ways. First, like others,
Starr is interested in specific foreign policy events (e.g., war), whereas we
are interested in all the behavioral interactions among a given state and its
domestic and international rivals. Second, whereas Starr treats the state as the
only player with concerns in both arenas, we broaden our focus to contend
that all actors are potentially sensitive to behavior in both arcnas. In other
words, we assume that there exists a variety of domestic and international
actors who simultaneously interact with the state and one another, making
demands, threatening actions, and providing support in both environments.
Put simply, we contend that both domestic and international actors believe
that behavior in the international arena can affect the domestic arcna and vice
versa.

Much recent work on international cooperation and conflict, particularly
among rival states, has focused on reciprocity (Dixon, 1986; Goldstein, 199 1,
1995; Goldstein & Freeman, 1990, 1991; Goldstein & Pevehouse, 1997;
Rajmaira & Ward, 1990; Ward, 1982; Ward & Rajmaira, 1992). Extending
the notion of action-reaction-based processes to the domestic level and
linkage politics, Moore (1995) contended that when reviewing policy op-
tions, states do not simply consider rival states’ military capacitics and
political policies (c.g., Bucno de Mesquita, 1981); they also consider the
extent to which the rivals are embroiled in costly or destabilizing confronta-
tions with domestic rival elites or mass-based rebel movements. In addition,
rival elites (whether mass or elite organizations) do not simply examine their
prospects of success vis-a-vis the states in an international vacuum (e.g., Tilly,
1978); they also take into consideration the extent to which the states are
receiving support or are under duress from the relevant actors in the interna-
tional system.



where ICS is the international conflict sent by the state that is being modcled,
ICR is the international conflict received by the state being modeled, ECS is
the conflict sent to the state by elites within the polity being modeled, MCS
is the conflict sent to the state by masses within the polity being modeled,
SCE is the conflict sent to the elites by the state, and SCM is the conflict sent
to the masses by the state.

Equation 1 suggests that, when formulating its foreign policy, the state
being modeled at the nexus takes into account its own past foreign policy
behavior, the foreign policy behavior of other relevant states,* and its own

4. This is an important part of the model that often has been missed in other studies. For
example, of the statistical studies cited in note 1, only Davis and Ward (1990) and Moore (1995)
controlled for the international conflict received by the state. However, Wilkenfeld ( 1975) tested
a model very similar to our Equation 1.



